Appl.No. 10/075,387 

Amdt. dated: ApiiM, 2003 

Kcply to Office Action of March 6, 2003 

Examiner's Interview of MaicK 12, 2003 

REMA^RKS 

Claims 40-90 are pending in the application. Claims 60-6.2, 89 and 90 s|tand aUowed; 
Claims 79 and 80 are objected to and the remaining claims. 40-59, 63-78 and 8,1-88 stand ; 
rejected. The Applicant has amended claims 40. 54 and 63 in view of comments iVom iho ■. 
Examiner. The present amendment is not intended to change the scope of the claims, but 
further prosecution by providing additional descriptive language within the clci Inw as 
recommended by the examiner. The arguments presented in previoAiS responses are miii .nlaijicd. 
but for clarity and focus are not reproduced. 

Re jection under 35 U.S.C. 12 2"** paragraph 

The Advisory Action maintained the rejection of Claim 63. The Applicant, in view of 
this discussion and input from the Examiner amended claim 63 lO recite a "angular polarization 
difference between". The Applicant submits that this amendment renders the rejection moot. 

Rejection unde r 35 U.S.C. SI Q2(b) 

The Advisory Action maintained the Office Action'si rejection of Ciuiiiis 40-59. 63-67, 

' t 

83-86 ^md 88 as being anticipated by Nuding et al. ("Nnding") US Patent No. 4,311,973. I> 
Applicant l\as amended claim 40 in view of the discussions Willi Examinei". 

The amendment to claim 40 recites inter alia "means foi' coupling said first md second 
paths including a plurality of means for rotating the polarization of the Signal hi U pl.u'ality of 
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increments from said first polarization to said second polarization." The Applicant submtls,, 
arguendo, even taking the Examiners interpretation of Nuding» that NudiDg docs not show, leach, 
or suggest "a plurality of means for rotating the polari/iition of the sigimr*. 

The Applicant submits the rejection of claim 40 is improper and should be wilhdmvviL 
Likewise the rejection of claims 41-53 stiould be withdrawn as they depend from claihi 40, not 
withstanding additional patentable features present therein. 

Independent claim 54 as currently amended recites inter alia . .wherein a signal 
propagating has a first polarization in said first path imd a second polarization in said second 
patio, the improvement wherein the polarization of the signal is rotated lu a plurality of 
increments by a plurality of rotating means." Thus, for the same reasons discussed in I'ogards to 
claim 40, the rejection of claim 54 is improper and should be withdrawn. Likewise the rojcclion 
of claims 55 and 56 should be withdrawn as they depend from claim 54. 

Independent claim 57 recites inter alia, . .and a coMpler configured for a third 
polarization, the improvement wherein said coupler is configured to effect sobslAnlially oquiil 
changes in the polarization of a signal propagating through said system at the juriclion of said 
first wave guide and said coupler and at the junction of said coupler and said s<iXond wave 
guide." As acknowledged in the inlei-view, Nuding does not disclose a coupler configured for a 
third polaiization, much less a coupler who's polarization effects equal changes from l1ic Ivni 
polarization and the second polarization. Therefore, changes in polarization at t^vo junctions, 
much less equal changes, cannot be construed to be disclosed by Nuding. 
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The rejection of claim. 57 by Nuding is improper ami sJioqld be v/ithdraWn. Likewise?; tlxc 
rejeclion of claims 58 and 59 should also be withdrawn as tbey depend from Cl^irn 57. 'rhc : 
rejection of claims 63, 64 and 65 should also be withdrawn fof similar.reasons as discussed ; 
above and in previous responses. 

Independent claim 66 recites mr^r alia *'lhe step of cotipling thp antenna to Ihe Wave i 
guide through a coupler configured for a signal polarization diffcrciU frcim both of tlio iwo 
polarizations.'* The Examiner has acknowledged that the coupler of Nuding dgcSs not show, . 
* teach or suggest a third polarization, much less one different from both of the tvvo other 
polarizations. l>us the rejection of Claim .66 is improper and should be withdrawn; Liki&witJC,: 
the rejection of Claim 67 which depends from claim 66 is improper and sho^W be WithdrHwi); 
irrespective of its additional patentable features. 

Applicants refer to the arguments presented in previous responses regarding. Ihc .r<?jccti<^n 
of Claims 83-86 and 88. In view of these arguments and the ihterview with.thc Bxaiiniilel\ the 
Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of the dali ns. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. SlOSfuy : 

The Applicant simply refers to the arguments.agai.nst tlie rejeclioils of GJaims 68^78, SI, 
82 and 87 presented in the previous responses. These argame;its taken in light of the Kxamb<ei:s 
comments regarding Nuding, clearly render the rejections imjifoper. The Applicant rcqiicsls . 
withdrawal and allowance of Claims 68-78, 81, 82 and 87. 
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Claim Objections 

Claims 79 and 80 depend from base claims Ihc Applicant submils arc allowable for (he ' 
reasons above and thus should be allowable. 
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INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

The Applicant, via counsel Mark Comtois artd Patrick Muldoon, inlei-viewcd the 
Examiner Michael Wimer, on March 12. 2003. The Applicant and the Exatwacr discussed Uic 
present invention as generally described by all the clainjs and specifically discussed claiins 40, 
57 and 63, and the cited reference Nuding et al. 

Regarding claim 63, the Examiner- explained in tlie interview that Die rejection whs 
predicated on a perceived indefiniteness about what the relative difference betwcQii ihc , 

• : 

polarization could be, speci Hcally cites the nature of the, difference between a riglit hai.uM , 
circular polarization and a left handed circular polarization. The Examiner suggested that &n 
indication of tlie type of difference, such as angular difference would in his view overcome the 
112 2"'' rejection. 

Regarding the seminal claim 40, the Examiner described his interpri'latiori of Nudintj. In. 
the Examiners view although only one change in polarization configuratiori for a given si^uil is 
shown by Nuding. In the real world, the polarization change of the signal is not abruptly 
accomplished and that the E vector changes over a continuum fforii the first poJa fixation: 10 the 
second polarization. It was from this view that the ExJ^miner foitn;ed the rojectioii of the; daiinjj. 

The Applicant presented arguments against such a reading.of the pt'ior art, specifically 
with regards to the Examiners previously held position, that suice Nuding Was adjustable, Qto 
signal could be rotated a plurality of increments. The Applicant reaffimiod arguincnts juosejtled 
in previous responses. 
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The Examiner indicated that his reading of the cUiim language "a plurality of increiiKiils'^ 

t 

included a continuum of increments whether caused by dne means or a plurality of means. 'A be 
Examiner indicated " a plurality of means", if included iA claim 40. would be viewed favombly 
towards patentability. 

The Applicant disagreed with the Examiner's inlirprctallon of the claim language and 
applicatioriofNuding in the rejections. ; ' 

RegartUng claim 57, the Examiner conceded Ihaticlaim 57 was probably not anlicipalwl 
by Nuding'and suggested reasserting argument directed to the claims. 

The Applicant and Examiner came to a general agreement that amendm^iil.s to claints 40, . 
54 and 63 could be made that in the Examiner's opinionlwould place the application in cjonditioii. 
for allowance. The Examiner agreed to substantially reVicw any additional amcmlmont wado «ii 
connection with the interview. 
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CONCLUSION 
In view of discussions with the Ej^artiiner, amendments to the claims and^asserlcd 



arguracntis herein and in previous responses, 



the Applicant submils all the pjeseqt claiiits avo 
allowable over the cited ail. The withdrawal of the rejections and allowance bfthe application is 
accordingly solicited. 



DUANE MORRIS LLP 
1667 K Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20006 
Telephone: (202) 776-7800 
Telecopier: (202) 776-7801 



Dated: April 4, 2003 



Re-spectfully subiniltwl. 




Maik C, Comlois 
L. Lawtbn Rogers, HI 
D. Joseph English 
Patrick D. McPhcrson 
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